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Brian D. Hodges appeals the trial court’s denial of his motion to set aside default
judgment. Concluding that the issue is moot because Hodges has already satisfied the
judgment, we affirm.

On October 9, 2002, Eli Lilly Federal Credit Union filed a complaint against Hodges
to recover the difference between the sale value of an automobile that had been repossessed
from Hodges and a personal loan extended from Lilly to Hodges. A summons was left at an
address at which Hodges apparently no longer resided. The trial court issued a default
judgment in favor of Lilly on January 28, 2003. The chronological case summary indicates
that the judgment was fully satisfied on November 9, 2006.® On November 28, 2006,
Hodges filed a motion to set aside default judgment, which the trial court denied as untimely
and moot. Hodges now appeals.

Regardless of whether or not Hodges was properly served, the issue is now moot as

the judgment has been fully satisfied. State ex rel. Robinson v. Boniecki, 223 Ind. 416, 418,

61 N.E.2d 176, 177 (1945) (appeal of denial of motion to set aside default judgment was

moot where judgment had been satisfied); Montgomery v. Trisler, 771 N.E.2d 1234, 1239

(Ind. Ct. App. 2002), trans. denied, cert. denied, 538 U.S. 946 (2003) (issue on appeal was

moot where a party had filed a notice of satisfaction of judgment).
We conclude that the issue on appeal is moot, as the judgment has been satisfied.
Affirmed.

SULLIVAN, J., and VAIDIK, J., concur.

! Hodges states that he satisfied the judgment in an Affidavit he filed in the trial court. In this
Affidavit, he also states that he is “not seeking any monetary compensation.” Appellant’s Appendix at 8.

2



	BRIAN D. HODGES JOHN J. PETR

